DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND 
THE JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1953 


THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 1952 


Unitep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-82, the Capitol, Hon. Pat McCarran (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators McCarran, Ellender, Bridges, and Ferguson. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
LoyaLty AND Security ProGRAM 


STATEMENT OF CARLISLE H. HUMELSINE, DEPUTY UNDER 
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


RELEASE OF INFORMATION TO CONGRESS 


Senator McCarran. The committee will come to order. 

Last Friday we requested Mr. Humelsine to obtain from the White 
House permission to release certain information. I understand that 
he is ready to make a report at this time. We will be glad to hear 
from him. 

Mr. Humetsine. Senator, may I be off the record? 

Senator McCarran. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Humetstne. May we be on the record now? 

Senator McCarran. All right, on the record. 

Mr. Humetsine. A number of questions were asked during the 
hearings which I said I did not believe I had the authority to answer. 
In other words, I was precluded from answering them, as I interpreted 
it, under the terms of the President’s directive in the loyalty-security 
field. I said, however, that I would seek clarification of my position 
and interpretations. 


CATEGORIES OF INFORMATION REQUESTED 


I did so by asking Secretary Acheson to take this matter up with 
the President. You will recall that the questions generally fell in 
the following categories: 

One, the status of all 851 cases in the loyalty-security channels. 

Two, the names of the 54 persons who resigned or retired while 
under investigation or in channels, the requests being for various 
pieces of specific information relating to these cases. 

Three, the files on various individuals. 
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Four, the status of cases of various individuals identified by Senator 
McCarthy. 

Five, information relating to the voting of individual members of 
loyalty-security board panels. 

Sixth, names and indexes on the 27 persons found against on loyalty 
and security grounds. 


POLICY OF PRESIDENT ON RELEASE OF INFORMATION 


As a result of the inquiry to the President, the President sent the 
Secretary of State a letter in which he outlines his views on this par- 
ticular problem. I have the letter here, and I would like to submit 
it. 

Senator McCarran. Do you care to read it into the record, or how 
lengthy is it? 

Mr. Humetsrne. It is fairly lengthy. 

Senator McCarran. Well, we will insert it in the record. Now, 
Senator Ferguson was also interested. 

Mr. Humetsine. He was interested in this; yes, sir. 

Senator ELLeENDER. Can you tell us in a few words what position 
the President took? 

Senator McCarran. I thought perhaps you knew what the posi- 
tion was. 

Mr. Humetsine. It is a fairly involved letter. 

Senator Ellender. I do not want the entire letter read. I thought 
you could give us a digest of it. 

Mr. Humetsine. Generally speaking, the President takes the view 
that these things are confidential and that they are not the type of 
thing that should be released. He said that the spirit as well as the 
letter of his previous directives cover generally the position that I took 
and the position that I felt I should take as a result of reading those 
directives. 

Senator ELtenper. So that according to his letter you feel yourself 
precluded from answering the questions? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Well, that settles it. 

Mr. Hume sine. That is right, sir. The President said that he 
thought the position I had taken previously was correct. 

Senator McCarran. My attention is directed to two paragraphs 
on page 3 which I will read at this time: 

There is no objection to making available the names of all members of an agency 
loyalty board, but it is entirely improper to divulge how individual board members 
voted in particular cases or to divulge the members who sat on particular cases. 
If this type of information were divulged freely, the danger of intimidation would 
be great, and the objectivity, fairness, and impartiality of board members would 
be seriously prejudiced. 

Hereafter, no information regarding individual loyalty or security cases shall 
be provided in response to inquiries from outside the executive branch unless such 
inquiries are made in writing. Where proper inquiries are made in writing, replies 
will be confined to two categories of ilermmation as follows: (1) If an employee has 
been separated on loyalty grounds, advice to that effect may be given in response 
to a specific request for information concerning the particular individual; and (2) 
if an employee has been separated as a security risk, replies to requests for infor- 


mation about that individual may state only that he was separsted for reasons 
relating to suitability for employment in the particular agency. No information 
shall be supplied as to any specific intermediate steps, proceedings, transcripts of 
hearings, or actions taken in processing an individual under loyalty or security 
programs. 
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Senator McCarran. The entire letter will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


(See also p. 988) 
Tue Warre House, 
Washington, April 2, 1952. 
The Honorable, the SecrEerary or STATE. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: On March 28 you sought my guidance regarding the 
response which the Department of State should make to the requests of members 
of the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee for detailed information on adminis- 
tration of the Department’s loyalty-security program. I understand that many 
different questions have been raised by subcommittee members, but that the 
information requested falls generally into four categories as follows: 

1. The complete files in specified loyalty-security cases, detailed information 
concerning the substance of investigative reports in certain additional cases, and 
the procedural steps and actions taken in the handling of various individual cases. 

2. The names of all present and former State Department employees who have 
been investigated under the Federal employees loyalty program or the Depart- 
ment’s security program, together with the status or the disposition of their re- 
spective cases. 

3. The names of all employees who resigned or retired from the Department 
while under investigation or during processing of their loyalty-security cases. 

4. The names of State Department officers who sat as members of the Loyalty 
Security Board on a particular case, and the way each officer voted. 

The information sought by the Appropriations Subcommittee cannot be 
considered solely from the standpoint of that subcommittee or from the standpoint 
of the Department of State. If one department is required or permitted to supply 
information of the character requested, all other agencies of the Government would 
have to respond to similar demands from other sources. If all executive agencies 
were to release information of this nature, I am convinced that the over-all result 
would be to wreck the Federal employees loyalty program. In the process, the 
reputations of hundreds of loyal Government employees would be pilloried and the 
entire civil service would be severely demoralized. Accordingly, I must advise 
you not to furnish the information requested by the subcommittee, for to do so 
would be clearly contrary to the public interest. 

Much of the information wanted by the subcommittee falls within the letter 
or the spirit of my memoranda of March 13 and August.5, 1948, in which I 
stated that the efficient and just administration of the employee loyalty program 
requires that reports, records, files, and investigative data relative to the program 
be preserved in strict confidence. That is necessary in the interest of our national 
security, to preserve the confidential character and sources of information, to 
protect Government personnel against the dissemination of unfounded or disproved 
allegations, and to insure the fair and just disposition of loyalty cases. The need 
for these directives is just as compelling today as it was in 1948. 

It would be a great mistake to release the names of State Department and other 
Federal personnel who have been subjected to loyalty investigations, and to 
divulge the specific steps and actions taken in the processing of individual loyalty- 
security cases. The FBI, which checks all Government emplovees, institutes full 
field investigations upon the basis of derogatory allegations, whether or not true, 
and questionable affiliations or associations, however innocent in fact they may 
prove to be. In the overwhelming majority of loyalty cases, thorough FBI investi- 
gation and careful loyalty-board inquiry establishes the employee’s loyalty. To 
divulge the names of these loyal employees, and the specific steps taken in adjudi- 
cating their cases, would serve no useful purpose. In the hands of unscrupulous 
persons, however, this information could be distorted and used to subject the 
employees and their families to untold embarrassment and distress. My appre- 
hension in this regard is not based upon idle fancy, as you well know. 

Nor would the public interest be served by releasing the names of individuals 
determined to be security risks. Persons discharged as security risks are in a 
distinctly different category from persons discharged on loyalty grounds. They 
usually are employees who cannot be trusted with classified information because 
they have had questionable associates, talk too much, are careless, or may be 
unduly susceptible to outside influerces. In enacting Public Law 733, Eighty- 
first Congress, providing for suspension of employees in the interest of national 
security, the Congress clearly recognized that a security risk may be a useful and 
suitable employee in nonsensitive Government positions not involving access to 
classified information. Similarly, he may be an entirely loyal citizen who will 
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render excellent service in private employment. The reputations of these persons 
should not be besmirched unnecessarily by making their names public. 

Many Federal employees leave the service while under routine investigation or 
rior to the completion of their loyalty-security processing. In the case of the 
tate- Department, I understand that such employees have left for a variety of 

reasons, such as military service, pregnancy, poor health, and the acceptance of 
employment in private business. In many instances, Government employees 
leave the service without being aware of the fact that they were under investiga- 
tion. To protect the innocent from groundless accusations and unwarranted 
inferences, therefore, it is clear that these names should not be released in response 
to blanket requests. All of the names, of course, are flagged for attention in case 
the individuals should seek to reenter Government service. 

There is no objection to making available the names of all members of an agency 
loyalty board, but it is entirely improper to divulge how individual board members 
voted in particular cases or to divulge the members who sat on particular cases. 
If this type of information were divulged freely, the danger of intimidation would 
be great, and the objectivity, fairness, and impartiality of board members would 
be seriously prejudiced. 

Hereafter, no information regarding individual loyalty or security cases shall 
be provided in response to inquiries from outside the executive branch unless such 
inquiries are made in writing. Where proper inquiries are made in writing, replies 
will be confined to two categories of information as follows: (1) If an employee 
has been separated on loyalty grounds, advice to that effect may be given in re- 
sponse to a specific request for information concerning the particular individual; 
and (2) if an employee has been separated as a security risk, replies to requests 
for information about that individual may state only that he was separated for 
reasons relating to suitability for employment in the particular agency. No 
information shall be supplied as to any specific intermediate steps, proceedings, 
transcripts of hearings, or actions taken in processing an individual under loyalty 
or security programs. 

No exceptions shall be made to the above stated policy unless the agency head 
determines that it would be clearly in the public interest to make specified informa- 
tion available, as in instances where the employee involved properly asks that such 
action be taken for his own protection. In all such cases, the requested informa- 
tion shall be released only after obtaining the approval of my office. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Loyalty Review Board. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Harry S. TRuMAN. 


Senator McCarran. We shall return to this subject when Senator 
Ferguson and Senator McCarthy can be present here, because they 
propounded most of the questions, as I recall now. 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one other thing. I understand that the 
President is going to release the letter. As I understand it, the reason 
he is going to release the letter is because it is necessary to send this 
to all agencies that have loyalty-security programs so that they will 
know the ground rules under which the program is operating. I also 
understand that he will send it to the Loyalty Security Review Board. 

I wanted you to know that. I requested specifically that they not 
release the letter until after I had had a chance to present it to this 
committee. 

Senator McCarran. Very well. We will not go into the subject 
at this time. I think it is best to continue with the subject matters 
that we have before us. 
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ConTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 


STATEMENTS OF JOHN D. HICKERSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR UNITED NATIONS AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF STATE; 
GEORGE M, INGRAM, CHIEF, DIVISION OF INTERNATIONAL AD- 
MINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF STATE; CARLISLE H. HUMEL- 
SINE, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF STATE; 
WILLIAM 0. HALL, DEPUTY UNITED STATES REPRESENTATIVE 
TO THE INTERIM COMMITTEE OF THE UNITED NATIONS; 
EDWARD B. WILBER, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF STATE; 
AND HENRY SNOWDEN, AVIATION DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF 


STATE 
BUDGET ESTIMATE AND JUSTIFICATION 


Senator McCarran. The committee will next take up for considera- 
tion the appropriations requested for “Contributions to international] 
organizations.”” The budget estimate is in the amount of $30,486,710, 
an increase of $190,419 over the current-year appropriation. 

About half of the sum requested is for contributions to the United 
Nations. I will insert into the record at this point pages 299, 300, 
and 301 of the justification which reflects the amount requested for 
each organization. 

(The pages referred to follow:) 


Summary of requirements, fiscal year 1958 


Apqreptintion, 1952 regular act 
Deduct unobligated balance, estimated savings 


Base for 1953 
Net difference between 1952 and 1953: 


| Difference, 
By project or function caked 


1952 ) OF Ge 
adjusted 1953 crease (—) 


Requirements 


A. United Nations and specialized agencies: 
1. United Nations._._. $16, 394, 244 |$15, 439, 894 

2. United Nations Educational, Scientific, 

and Cultural Organization 2,785,400 | 2,856, 000 


| 


1, 429, 010 1, 722, 440 
‘ World Health Organization 2,481,159 | 2,866, 667 
. Food and Agriculture Organization , 355, 1, 673, 750 
. International Labor Organization 

. International Telecommunication Union. 
. World Meteorological Organization 


i a Civil Aviation Organiza- 


Subtotal 26, 307, 280 26, 276, 6,351 





B. Inter-American organizations: 
. American International Institute for the 
Protection of Childhood 
. Inter-American Indian Institute 
‘ Inter- American Institute of Agricultural 





. Pan American Institute of Geography 
and History 
. Pan aseerina Railway Congress Asso- 


. Pan American Sanitary Bureau - --_-.--- , 355, 
. Pan American Union 1, 670, 151 , 887, +217, 251 


+184, 734 
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Summary of requirements, fiscal year 1953—Continued 











Requirements Difference, 
By project or function om ( 4) or de 
C. Other international organizations: 
1. Bureau of the Interparliamentary Union 
for the Promotion of International 
I ne tle ne ode $15, 000 SU O00 F. ..d et 
2. Cape Spartel and Tangier Light_-__-___-- 1, 700 RT ane 
3. Caribbean Commission. -.-...........-- 127, 058 130, 559 +3, 501 
4. International Bureau of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration.__.-_........--.-. 1, 150 1, 252 +102 
5. International Union for the Protection of 
5. Industrial Property__.................. 1, 767 L/P i te. Ve 
6. International Union for the Publication 
OE I ace inc ins miiesie 2, 233 , eS ee 
7. ——— Bureau of Weights and 
Ben 4th ee th tle 7, 542 8, 576 +1, 034 
8. tepurmatianel’ Senos of Scientific Unions 
and Associatied Unions__.............--.- 8, 468 Bs tae ene 
9. International Hydrogra ee Bureau. 9, 147 11, 108 +1, 961 
10. International Whaling Commission. .. 350 560 +210 
11. International Wheat Council 17, 934 18, 480 +546 
12. Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Commission. - 6, 632 10, 687 +4, 055 
13. South Pacific Commission. -.--.........---- 33, 670 58, 825 +25, 155 
I cei ii ke eee 232, 651 269, 215 +36, 564 
D. Other international activities: 
1. Gorgas Memorial Laboratory -_____...._-.-- 117, 600 BEG OOU fist bucdaap au 
2. Payment to the Government of Panama_- 430, 000 OO 000. s8 55 
DNS ecea <tc kackamnnnemcceneen 547, 600 947, 000 Fo S222. 82 
ee I a isis icici cack awd 30, 296, 291 | 30, 486, 710 +190,419 +$190, 419 
Dotel catinnate oF eraeaien : TH. ons sis cine ni eo i cdcatcien én ind 30, 486, 710 


INTERNATIONAL HYDROGRAPHIC BUREAU 


Senator McCarran. You may proceed to give us your reasons why 
you feel Congress should grant these appropriations. 

Mr. Wixzer. Mr. Chairman, might I also indicate that we ad- 
dressed a letter to the chairman of this committee indicating a minor 
reduction after the submission of the estimates for the International 
Hydrographic Bureau which would permit us to suggest a further re- 
duction of $1,961 in the total estimate. 

Senator McCarran. There is a long-distance call, and I will have 
to declare a short recess. 

Now, you may proceed. I am sorry for the interruption. 

We are in receipt of a letter dated February 27, 1952, signed by Mr. 
Edward B. Wilber, budget officer of the Department of State, which 
states: 

With regard to the fiscal year 1953 budget estimates and justifications for the 
appropriation “Contributions to international organizations,’ the item of $11,108 
for the United States contribution to the International Hydrographic Bureau is 
$1,961 in excess of the amount now known to be required and a reduction of $1,961 
is therefore proposed. 

In requesting $11,108, it was assumed that member shares would be meeecied 
on the basis of 1951 tonnage figures for ocean shipping rather than upon 1939 ton- 
nage figures as heretofore. However, it is now known that this change will first 
become effective for the Bureau’s budget for the calendar year 1953, to which we 
would contribute from fiscal year 1954 funds rather than the budget for the calen- 
dar year 1952 to which we contribute from this appropriation. The amount 
needed for the fiscal year 1953, therefore, is $9,147, the same as in previous years. 

Sincerely yours, 


Epwarp B. Winer, Budget Officer. 
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I have also a letter dated March 3, 1952, from Mr. Wilber. That 
letter will also be inserted in the record. 
(The letter referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, March 3, 1952. 
The Honorable Patrick A. McCarran, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Senator McCarran: You will recall that the budget for ‘“Contribu- 
tions to international organizations” for 1952 as presented to Congress carried no 
limitations in the language with respect to the amounts payable to each organiza- 
tion. The estimates for each organization, however, were set forth in the justifca- 
tions. In the hearings on the 1951 budget before the State Department Sub- 
committee of the House Appropriations Committee, it was agreed that if the 
language were approved without limitations, the Department of State would make 
no changes from the items as set out in the justifications without notice to that 
committee (p. 959 of the 1951 hearings). In accordance with this agreement, the 
Department has already notified the House Appropriations Committee of adjust- 
ments which have been made in order to meet United States commitments to 
certain international organizations. This letter will advise your committee of 
these changes which affect the International Wheat Council, the South Pacific 
Commission, the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Commission, the International 
Bureau for the Protection of Industrial Property, and the International Whaling 
Commission. In addition, part of the net savings resulting from the adjustments 
mentioned above has been used to pay the United States assessment to the World 
Meteorological Organization for its first financial year. 

With respect to the International Wheat Council, the amount of $17,934 will 
suffice to meet the United States contribution for the fiscal year 1952. This is 
$4,466 less than the original estimate of $22,400. The saving arises as a result of 
the adoption by the Council of an assessment budget of 30,000 pounds sterling 
instead of the estimated amount of 38,200 pounds sterling contained in the fiscal 
year 1952 justifications. 

In the case of the South Pacific Commission, the amount of $33,670 will be 
sufficient to meet the United States contribution to the Commission’s calendar 
year 1951 budget. This is $18,538 less than the original estimate of $52,208. 
The saving arises from the utilization of a 1950 budget carry-over as a credit, 
thereby reducing assessments to members toward the 1951 budget. 

It is estimated that for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Commission the 
amount of $6,632 will be required to meet the United States contribution to the 
Commission’s 1952 budget. This is $382 more than the original estimate of 
$6,250. The United States share of the expenses of the Commission for 1952 
was originally estimated on the basis of a budget of $37,500 to be financed by 
contributions from six member governments having 12 panel memberships. It 
is now known that the budget of the Commission for 1952 is $26,500 (Canadian), 
a working capital fund has been established at $5,000 (Canadian), and expenses 
are to be distributed among five member governments maintaining nine panel 
memberships. On this basis, the United States share amounts to $6,882.87 
(Canadian), or $6,632. 

With respect to the International Bureau for the Protection of Industrial 
Property, it is estimated that the amount of $1,767 will be needed to meet the 
United States contribution to the Bureau for 1951. This is $67 more than the 
original estimate of $1,700. The fiscal year 1952 justification was on an esti- 
mated basis, and it is now known that the United States contribution to the 
Bureau will be approximately 5% percent (25 units out of a total of 461.75) of a 
budget of 140,000 Swiss francs. The United States share is therefore 7,579.85 
Swiss franes, or $1,767. 

The amount of $350 will be needed to meet the United States contribution 
to the International Whaling Commission for the fiscal year 1952. This is $70 
less than the original estimate of $420. The saving arises as a result of a carry- 
over from the Commission’s 1951 budget which serves to reduce the amount 
assessed against members for 1952. 

In addition, the Department has had to meet an assessment of $24,855 by the 
World Meteorological Organization (WMO) as its share of the expenses of the 
Organization for the first financial year and an advance to the working capital 
fund. The WMO was established under the authority of a convention ratified 
by the United States with the advice and consent of the Senate given April 20, 
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1949, and which came into effect March 3, 1950. Because of uncertainty as to 
the date at which the predecessor organization, the International Pr nent 
Organization, would be liquidated and its responsibilities assumed by the WMO, 
no provision was made for a contribution in the 1952 estimates. 

The assessment budget of the WMO for its first financial year, April 4, 1951, 
through December 31, 1951, is in the amount of $190,000. The United States 
assessment is $24,075, or approximately 12.67 percent. Each member of the 
WMO is to make an initial advance to the organization’s working capital fund 
calculated at 7 percent of its assessment for the first financial year. In the case 
of the United States, the initial advance is to be $1,685. The amount required 
from the United States in the form of a contribution and working capital fund 
advance is offset in part by a credit of $905 representing its share of a 1951 budget 
surplus of the International Meteorological Organization. 

Of the net requirement of $24,855, $3,800 was met from funds appropriated 
to the Depart » ent of Commerce under the appropriation ‘Salaries and expenses, 
Weather Bureau, Department of Commerce’ for a contribution to the Inter- 
national Meteorological Organization. The balance of $21,055 was paid from 
savings under the appropriation ‘‘Contributions to international organizations.” 

The increases and decreases detailed above are summarized as follows: 





Original 1952 | Revised 1952 














Organization estimate estimate Difference 
International Wheat Council. -...................--.......-.. $22, 400 $17, 934 —%4, 466 
NT ne rN as alts Sei deetabenctocmnnne 52, 208 33, 670 —18, 538 
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Commission __-_-_.........-..--- 6, 250 6, 632 +382 
International Bureau for the Protection of Industrial Property 1, 700 1, 767 +67 

International Whaling Commission. __.__...............--..-- 420 350 _ 
World Meteorological Organization ............ .......2.4--.0.-J. 2 esse eee. 21, 055 +21, 055 
WE a  cntaddocks Sakooe anaes pateoonveedehwacdeuncal 82, 978 81, 408 —1, 570 


Sincerely yours, 
Epwarp B. Wiper, Budget Officer. 


LARGEST CONTRIBUTION GRANTED TO U. N. AND SPECIALIZED AGENCIES 


Senator McCarran. Now, it says here or at least we are advised 
that the majority or the greater part of this appropriation results from 
our contribution to the United Nations. 

Mr. Hicxerson. And the specialized agencies. 

Senator McCarran. And the what? 

Mr. Hickxerson. And the specialized agencies in the United 
Nations system. 

Senator McCarran. Now, you will remember that last year we 
had considerable discussion on that, and I said that we wanted to 
know how we were assessed in the United Nations and whether we 
had any voice in the assessment. My recollection is—and it is just 
offhand now and hazy—that this committee was to be consulted. 
Now, I may be in error on that, but I know that there was discussion 
to the effect that we would be consulted when it came to the making 
of the assessment. 

Mr. Hicxerson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Or something to that effect. 

Mr. Hickxerson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Now, has anybody on this committee been 
conferred with? 

Mr. Hicxerson. We wrote you a letter, Mr. Chairman. The 
Congress was in recess at the time, and it was difficult—— 
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LETTER RELATING TO CONSULTATION ON U. N. CONTRIBUTION 


Senator McCarran. I was in the hospital. 

Mr. Hicxerson. That is correct, sir. But we did write you a 
letter. We did our level best to carry out the will of the Congress 
as to consultation. 

Senator McCarran. You wrote Senator McKellar, I understand. 

Mr. Hickerson. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. I did not get it. 

Mr. Hickerson. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. That is all right. The object was to have 
this committee have some contact with the making of that assessment 
in some way. 

Mr. Hickxerson. That is correct, sir. We were prepared to discuss 
that in the fullest detail and also all of the efforts we made and the 
success of those efforts. 

Senator ELLenpER. Might it not be a good idea to put a copy of 
that letter in the record? 

Senator McCarran. I do not have it. We can get it. 

Mr. Incram. I will insert a copy of the letter in the record. 

(The letter referred to follows: ) 

OcroBER 31, 1951. 
Hon. KennetH McKE iar, 


Chairman, Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Senator McKe tar: I am writing for the purpose of consulting 
with the Senate Committee on Appropriations with respect to the position to be 
taken by the United States delegation to the sixth regular session of the Generai 
Assembly of the United Nations on the subject of the scale of assessments for the 
calendar year 1952. A similar letter is being sent to the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives. 

At this forthcoming session of the General Assembly which convenes in Paris 
on November 4, 1951, a prominent item in the agenda, as in past years, will be 
the question of the scale of assessments for the ensuing financial year. Originally, 
it had been hoped that a permanent scale of assessments might be adopted by this 
time, and the rules of procedure of the General Assembly in fact stipulate that 
general revisions in the scale of assessments not be made more frequently than 
once inevery 3 vears. However, this rule has been set aside each year, a procedure 
strongly supported by United States delegations in order that there might be 
annual progress toward the goal of a 33%-percent assessment for the United 
States. 

The goal of an assessment of 334% percent for the United States was set by the 
General Assembly at its third session, held in New York in the fall of 1948, when 
the organization had under consideration its scale of assessments for the calendar 
year 1949. This accomplishment was due in large measure to the unremitting 
efforts of United States representatives, in the Committee on Administration and 
Finance of the General Assembly, and in particular of the late Senator Vandenberg 
in 1946. It represented a substantial concession to the United States, which 
was thereby to be exempted from the full application of the “capacity to pay”’ 
standard upon which the scale is based, This same goal of a 33%-percent contri- 
bution for the United States was later adopted by the World Health Organization 
and the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, the 
two specialized agencies whose scales of assessment are directly modeled after 
that of the United Nations. 

In the case of WHO and UNESCO, the United States assessment has been 
gradually reduced until it now stands at the target figure of 3314 percent of assess- 
ments against all members in support of their budgets for the calendar year 1952. 
For WHO, this represents progress downward from an assessment of 38.77 percent 
in 1948, and for UNESCO from an assessment of 44.03 percent in 1947. In both 
instances, the successive reductions in the United States assessment percentage 
were made easier by the accession, each year, of new members who took up their 
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share of the burden of contributions. At the same time, these reductions have 
represented the determination of the other members, most of whom are also 
members of the United Nations, to relieve the United States of some of the 
weight for its contribution responsibility. 

Following up the decision in 1948 to reduce the United States assessment to 
33% percent, the Fourth Session of the General Assembly reduced the United 
States assessment from 39.89 percent to 39.79 percent. Last year, the Fifth 
Session of the General Assembly voted a further reduction to 38.92 percent. 
The smallness of these reductions to date in the United Nations, as compared 
with WHO and UNESCO, is largely attributable to the fact that the accession 
of new members in any significant number has been blocked by the Soviet veto. 
Under the terms of the resolution of the Third Session, one of the principal means 
through which changes were to be brought about was in increase in membership. 

Nevertheless, the United States has pressed strongly for substantial reductions 
which, it believed, could be achieved through a fuller recognition of the increased 
capacity to pav of certain other members. This position was advanced in 1949 
by Mr. John Sherman Cooper, United States representative in the Committee 
on Administration and Finance and, last year, by Senator John Sparkman while 
serving in the same capacity. 

This year, for the first time, the General Assembly will have before it a report 
of its Committee on Contributions which recommends a substantial reduction 
for the United States. This committee, consisting of 10 experts drawn from 
member countries and serving in a private capacity, is one of the principal stand- 
ing committees advisory to the General Assembly. The confidence placed in its 
expertness and judgment by member governments has been such that its recom- 
mendations have been accepted each year without exception. Mr. James E. 
Webb, now Under Secretary of State and Mr. Frank Pace, now Secretary of the 
Army, have previously served as United States members of the committee at 
time when each was Director of the Budget. Mr. Elmer B. Staats, Assistant 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, was the United States member of the 
committee this year with Mr. Stuart A. Rice, Assistant Director for Statistical 
Standards, ‘acting as his alternate. 

In its current report the Committee on Contributions has recommended, for 
calendar 1952, a reduction in the United States contribution of 2.02 percentage 
points (from 39.92 to 36.90 percent). This is approximately one-third of the 
remaining distance downward to 33% percent, and the committee indicates that 
it has in mind a 3-year progression both for the United States reduction and 
for certain upward revisions elsewhere in the scale of contributions. 

The proposed reduction of 2.02 percentage points for 1952 would be the largest 
the United States has yet received, and compares with a reduction for 1951 of 
0.87 percent. Based upon the 1951 levet of expenditure, a reduction of 2.02 
percentage points would amount to a saving of some $800,000, and in addition 
there would be a credit to the United States in respect of its working capital fund 
account of $400,000. 

At the same time that it recommends this reduction for the United States, the 
Committee on Contributions also proposes adjustments, upward or downward, 
of the quotas of 32 other member states. Among these states for whom increases 
are proposed is the Soviet Union with an increase of 2.87 percentage points, from 
6.98 to 9.85 percent. Proposed increases for Byelorussia and the Ukraine are 
in the same proportion: the increase for Poland is slightly smaller, and there is a 
minor inerease for Czechoslovakia. The United States has been a strong advo- 
cate of increased assessments for the iron-curtain countries since their original 
quotas were heavily adjusted for war damage which has now been overcome. 
Although members of the Committee on Contributions sit in their individual 
capacity as experts, the Soviet members in the committee discussions made a 
vigorous attack on the committee’s conclusions and voted against the proposed 
scale. 

It is the Department’s proposal that the United States support the adoption 
of the report of the Contributions Committee as the best available basis for the 
1952 scale, and as the course most consistent with our national interest. The 
delegation would make clear the continuing determination of the United States 
to realize at the earliest possible date the objective that no one member of the 
United Nations Organization should pay more than 33% percent of its regular 
expenses. The delegation would further indicate that it supports the quota 
assigned the United States in the 1952 scale only because the report of the Con- 
tributions Committee gives promise of a systematic reduction to 33% percent 
in not more than two annual steps after 1952. 
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The Department stands ready to provide any further information which the 
Appropriations Committee may require in this matter and to meet with the 
committee if it so desires. 

Sincerely yours, 
CaRLIsLE H. HuMELsINE, 
Deputy Under Secretary. 


UNITED NATIONS OBJECTIVES IN KOREA 


Mr. Hicxerson. May I, Mr. Chairman, just for a moment, ask 
your permission to place in the record a statement pulling together 
the various things that I said and tried to say in the discussion of last 
Tuesday about the United Nations’ objectives in Korea. I will not 
take the time to read it, but the discussion took a good bit of time, and 
I should like, with your permission, to place this in the record. 

Senator McCarran. You are going to create a peculiar situation 
here. The Senators who interrogated you are not here. They ought 
to have a chance to read that statement, because Senator Saltonstall 
and Senator Ferguson, as I recall, were the ones who interrogated you. 

Mr.@4Humetsine. Mr. Chairman, we could send copies to them to- 


day. 

AEN McCarran. The question in my mind is as to inserting 
this in the record when they are not here. 

Mr. Hicxerson. I had hoped that they would be here. I would 
like, with your permission, to put this in the record, and then if they 
wish to discuss it with me I am, of course, at their disposal. 

Senator McCarran. What I am leading up to is that you made 
certain very positive statements here the other day. Now, if you are 
nullifying those statements 

Mr. Hickxerson. No, sir, they are reaffirmed. 

Senator McCarran. Or making different statements, then I ques- 
tion the propriety of doing this in the absence of those who interro- 
gated you. 

Mr. Hicxerson. The statements are not changed. 

Senator McCarran, All right; we will insert the document in the 
record. You will take care of yourself in the clinches. 

Mr. Hicxerson. All right, sir. Thank you. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


OssecTIVES IN Korba 


The first thing we talked about was objectives in Korea. I stated, and I repeat, 
that the military objective of the United Nations in Korea, the purpose and the 
aim for which we are fighting, is to repel the aggression against the Republic of 
Korea and to restore peace and stability in the area. That purpose will be achieved 
if the fighting is brought to a halt on a basis which leaves the Republic of Korea 
intact, provides reasonable assurance against recurrence of the aggression, and 
reasonable security for United Nations forces for the time that they remain in 
Korea. Of course, an armistice satisfactory to us must also ensure the return of 
United Nations prisoners of war. 


POLITICAL OBJECTIVE 


As I stated, the United Nations has also had a political objective—to achieve a 
free, independent and democratic Korea, This objective existed before the fighting 
began in June 1950 when repeated efforts were made by the United Nations to 
achieve unification by peaceful means. It remains the objective of the United 
Nations to achieve this unification by peaceful means, and the United Nations 
will initiate these political means promptly when the fighting has stopped. United 
Nations forces crossed into North Korea and marched towards the Yalu not for 
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the purpose of unifying Korea but for the purpose of achieving the military objec- 
tive of restoring international peace and security. So long as the Communists 
insisted on fighting, they had to be subdued. It is true that it appeared, in October 
1950, that in the process of subduing the Communists in order to achieve the 
military objective of the United Nations the ground might also be laid for possible 
unification thereafter. The United Nations, however, never asked its members to 
sacrifice their lives for the purpose of achieving this political objective. We do 
not believe that the American people want to sacrifice its soldiers to achieve this 
political objective, any more than it would have wanted to do so before June 1950. 


DESIGNATION OF UNITED STATES AS MILITARY AGENT 


The United Nations is an organization consisting of 60 members. It acts in 
different spheres through different appropriate organs. In regard to the fighting 
in Korea, the United Nations, through the Security Council, designated the United 
States Government as its executive military agent in Korea. It requested the 
United States Government also to appoint a commanding general, now General 
Ridgway. The United Nations set down the objectives to be achieved—which 
as I have said are repelling the aggression against the Republic of Korea and 
restoring peace and security in the area—and called upon the nations of the world 
to assist in the achievement of these objectives. It gave the United States the 
authority to formulate the plans to achieve these objectives, and the United States 
has done so since June 1950. . 


QUESTION OF UNITED NATIONS PLANS 


I was asked whether the United Nations has made any plans for ending the war 
in Korea in the event that the armistice negotiations fail. I made it clear that the 
United Nations as an organization has not, but that the entire planning for the 
Korean action—which includes this question of planning the steps to be taken in 
the event that the armistice talks break down—has been entrusted to the United 
States Government as agent for the United Nations. The United Nations set the 
objectives and established the machinery; it also stepped in when necessary to get 
further support for the Korean action, as for example, when it promulgated the 
strategic embargo against the Communists last May. The actual planning of the 
war cannot be handled by the Security Council or by the General Assembly; it 
must be handled by an executive military agent, and that is what the United 
Nations recognized when it entrusted this planning to the United States. The 
Tinited States Government has made very careful plans for every contingency. 


CONSULTATION WITH OTHER U. N. MEMBERS 


We consult with the countries who have troops in Korea, who are also our key 
allies in the free world. We have consulted with them on important decisions in 
Korea in the past and we have consulted with them also on the steps to be taken 
in case an armistice fails or if there should be a violation of an armistice. In 
general, they have followed our lead and recognized that the military decisions 
must be made by this Government. 

Plans to achieve our military objectives in Korea have been carefully made by 
the executive military agent of the United Nations in Korea, i. e., the United 
States Government, after appropriate consultations with our key allies in the 
free world. In regard to political objectives also, there has been careful planning 
by those who, in the United Nations system, do the planning. The United 
Nations itself has created UNCURK, the United Nations Commission for the 
Unification and Reconstruction of Korea, to formulate and implement the plans 
for achieving the political objectives. While the fulfillment of these objectives 
had to be delayed until the military objectives are accomplished, UNCURK has 
continued to function and to study and plan for the day when the United Nations 
will be able to take the next steps. These steps will be taken by the appropriate 
organ of the United Nations, that is the General Assembly. The General Assem- 
bly acts through resolutions introduced by Members and adopted by the member- 
ship. Planning for the General Assembly action, therefore, is done by individual 
governments. As I indicated last Tuesday, the United States has been planning 
for the action which the Assembly should be requested to take if an armistice is 
achieved and these steps will be taken promptly. 





STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 733 


ACCOMPLISHMENT OF U, N, FORCES 


Our heroic forces have inflicted a million and a half casualties on the Com- 
munists and we believe that the Communists may be ready to cry ‘‘uncle’”’ even 
if they do so in their own slow and devious way. Obviously, they will try .to get 
as much as they can before they give up fighting, but we are alert to them. We 
will not agree to any armistice which fails to preserve the integrity of the Republic 
of Korea and to give reasonable assurance against the resumption of the aggression, 
or to safeguard the security of our forces while they remain in Korea. These 
objectives we hope to attain. It is far better to attain them by talking. 

General Ridgway has done a magnificent job both in the fighting and in the 
many months of negotiations. In some ways the negotiating has been as difficult 
and as trying as the fighting. As General Ridgway has said himself in a recent 
statement, the negotiations require patience not only on the part of those who 
must sit every day across the table from the Communists; they require great 
patience on the part of the American people. It is easy enough to lose patience 
and to swing out wildly in every direction but we must recognize what the alter- 
natives are. By continued skillful and patient negotiations we hope to bring 
victory for the military objectives of the United Nations in Korea. 


CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 


Senator McCarran. I have just had handed me a copy of the 
letter addressed to Senator McKellar with reference to the contribu- 
tions to the United Nations which | believe is the same letter that 
Mr. Ingram placed in the record a few moments ago. 

Mr. Hickerson. Mr. Chairman, with regard to contributions to 
international organizations we are asking, with the slight modifica- 
tion that Mr. Wilber referred to a few minutes ago, the amount of 
$30,486,710. That, sir, is the appropriation from which we pay the 
contributions of the United States toward the support of a number of 
international organizations of which this Government is a member. 

The appropriation covers our contributions to the United Nations 
and to specialized agencies affiliated with the United Nations; the 
Pan American Union and other organizations of the inter-American 
system; and a number of small agencies associated with neither major 
system which perform functions of a highly technical nature. This 
appropriation also covers our payments to the Gorgas Memorial 
Laboratory and to the Government of Panama for the lease rights on 
the Panama Canal. 

The membership of the United States in these organizations, from 
which these dues arise, is in each instance provided for by a treaty, 
convention, or special act of Congress. Several of these are of long 
standing. The treaty by which we accepted membership in the 
International Commission for the Maintenance of the Cape Spartel 
and Tangier Light was signed in 1865. Others are of recent date. 
The convention under which we accepted membership in the Inter- 
national Whaling Commission entered into force in late 1948. The 
convention establishing the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Commission 
and the convention of the World Meteorological Organization both 
entered into force in 1950. 


BUDGET INCREASE 


Last year, although the total appropriation requested was greatly 
reduced due to the absence of any provision for the International 
Refugee Organization, our request represented an increase of almost 
$3 million over the base figure, due largely to an increased United 
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Nations budget. This year we are requesting funds with which to 
contribute to a United ethene budget which is only slightly larger 
than that of last year. At the same time the budgets of certain other 
organizations are larger by amounts which represent more significant 
increases. 

Now, these increases stem from several causes. A cause common 
to many organizations is the increased cost of operation brought about 
by the increase in world prices. 

Senator McCarran. Well, now, would you mind an interruption 
there, or do you want to go through with your statement? 

Mr. Hicxerson. If you do not mind, sir, if I could go through and 
then come back, I would appreciate it. 

Senator McCarran. All right. 

Mr. Hicxerson. In the case of several of the principal specialized 
agencies of the United Nations, the budgets have increased also in 
response to the desire of the members to enlarge the assistance they 
are capable of rendering to the members as a wueks and to the under- 
developed countries in particular. 


REDUCTIONS IN PERCENTAGES OF UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTIONS 


Despite the increases in the budgets of certain of the organizations, 
the increase in the amount requested for contributions by the United 
States is less than $200,000. This is the result of significant reductions 
in the United States percentages of contribution to certain of the 
principal organizations. In one organization, the Food and Agricul- 
tural Organization, our percentage increased. We were paying last 
year 27.1 percent, and it is increased to 30 percent for this year. In 
five organizations our share decreased, in some cases significantly. 

As a consequence of these decreases, other countries as a whole are 
absorbing a larger share of these budget increases. 

The securing of these reductions in the United States percentages 
was achieved, sir, with the assistance of congressional advisers on the 
United States delegations and, in two instances, under their leader- 
ship. The Sixth General Conference of the United Nations Educa- 
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, meeting in Paris last 
summer, reduced the United States percentage from 35 percent to 
33% percent. In achieving this objective, the United States was 
represented by Mr. Prince Preston as delegation spokesman in the 
Administrative Commission. 

Senator McCarran. Who was that? 

Mr. Hickerson. Representative Preston of Savannah, Ga. 

A reduction of 2.02 percent in our contribution to the United 
Nations itself, from 38.92 percent to 36.90 percent, was achieved 
earlier this year with Mr. John Vorys serving as delegation spokesman 
in Committee 5, the Administrative and Budgetary Committee. 
This, Mr. Chairman, is the first sizable decrease that we have been 
able to achieve. It reduced our share of the United Nations budget, 
that is, the parent organization, from 38.92 percent to 36.90 percent. 

Senator McCarran. That is no particular revolution. 

Mr. Hicxerson. We tried very hard to get the percentage reduced 
to 33%. We believe that we have laid the ground work for getting it 
down in two more bites. We tried to do it this year. I will come 
back to that in a minute. 
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We worked hard, and we are very grateful to Mr. Vorys for his 
herculean efforts. 

Senator ELLENpDER. You say the amount was reduced to 36.90 
percent? 

Mr. Hicxerson. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that the reduction is in the amount of 
$954,350. 

Mr. Hickerson. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator ELLenpER. And that is about a 2-percent decrease? 

Mr. Hickxerson. Yes, sir. We were paying 38.92 percent of the 
total amount, and we now are paying 36.90 percent of the total 
amount. That is a dollar reduction of $954,350. 

Senator ELLENDER. So the reduction is about 2 percent of the over- 
all cost? 

Mr. Hicxerson. That is right. 

Senator McCarran. And the amount of the saving aggregates 
$954,350? 

Mr. Hicxerson. That is correct, sir 


ORGANIZATIONS SHOWING DECREASES 


Senator ELLeNpER. Now, you mentioned that there were five 
organizations in which you had decreases. I notice only three in 
your statement. 

Mr. Hickerson. 1 am coming to those, sir. I mentioned UNESCO 
and I mentioned the United Nations. There is also the World 
Health Organization, where the United States percentage was reduced 
from 35 percent to 33% percent. Then in the Pan American Union 
the United States percentage was reduced from 67.86 percent to 66 
percent. 

Senator ELLENDER. I notice that you are asking for an increase for 
the World Health Organization. 

Mr. Hickerson. That is due to a larger budget. Our share went 
down. 

Senator McCarran. What is that, the World Health Organiza- 
tion? 

Mr. Hickerson. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. You are asking for an increase there. I do 
not want to interrupt you. I am going to go over these when you 
are through. 

Mr. Hickxerson. In the case of the Pan American Union, as I said, 
the United States percentage was reduced from 67.86 percent to 66 
percent. And in the Pan American Sanitary Organization the United 
States percentage was reduced from 69.73 percent to 67.86 percent. 

The effect of these changes, taking into account the one increase, is 
to make this appropriation request less by about $1,500,000 than it 
otherwise would have been. 

The reduction of the United States percentage of contribution to the 
United Nations to 36.90 percent is a real step forward toward the goal 
of 33% percent. I think we can regard it as such, even though the 
delegation was unsuccessful in its attempt to secure a reduction to 
33; percent at this time. The reductions to 334 percent in UNESCO 
and the World Health Organization have, it is true, been achieved in 
the face of membership difficulties. These difficulties have taken the 
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form, in the case of World Health Organization, of a membership total 
which includes states that have renounced their ties to the organiza- 
tion. The World Health Organization has continued to hope that 
they would resume active participation, and as states still regarded 
as members they are included in the assessments levied annually. 


NATIONALIST CHINA MAKES ONLY TOKEN CONTRIBUTION 


Inasmuch as the states involved, the Soviet states and China, were 
to be major contributors, the other members found it difficult to agree 
to reductions in the contribution percentage of the largest contributor. 
In the case of UNESCO, while the Soviet Union did not join the 
organization and has not been a factor in the contribution scale, China 
has found it possible to make only a token payment against her assess- 
ment for the last 2 years. 

Senator McCarran. That is Nationalist China? 

Mr. Hicxprson. Yes, sir. 

While the United States reductions in the World Health Organiza- 
tion and UNESCO have had to contend with these difficulties con- 
cerning present members, they were greatly facilitated by the acces- 
sion of new members. In the United Nations this factor of the 
accession of new members has not been present to any significant de- 
gree due to Soviet obstructionism. As aresult, one of the two develop- 
ments which were gradually to pare down United States assessments 
to 33% percent, namely, first, increases in the relative ability to pay 
of other members, and, secondly, the accession of new members, has 
been effectively blocked. 


UNITED NATIONS CONTRIBUTIONS COMMITTER 


The foundation for a reduction of the United States percentage 
by as much as 2.02 percent by this General Assembly was laid by 
the report of the United Nations Contributions Committee. This 
committee, which is organized as a body of experts rather than as 
instructed representatives, consists of 10 persons drawn from as 
many countries. The United States national serving on the com- 
mittee was Dr. Stuart Rice, Assistant Director of the Budget for 
Statistical Standards. In recommending a reduction of the United 
States percentage from 38.92 percent to 36.90 percent, the com- 
mittee also suggested that the full United States adjustment, together 
with other adjustments, might be made in two further steps. While 
the new scale contemplated reductions for 17 countries in addition 
to the United States, small reductions in every case, it involved 
percentage increases for 15 countries, including the Soviet bloc. 

Senator Ferauson. How much did it increase their percentage? 


SOVIET CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Hicxerson. The three Soviet states were wereased by over 
40 percent, from 8.14 points to 11.49 points. 

Senator Ferguson. The Soviet bloc gives 11 percent now? 

Mr. Incram. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Fercuson. And we give 36 percent? 

Mr. Hickxerson. We give 36.90 percent. 
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Senator Ferauson. And the Soviet bloc has three votes or how 
many? They have five? 

Mr. Hicxerson. Yes. 

Senator Ferauson. And we have one? 

Mr. Hickerson. Yes; we have one. 


EFFORTS TO REDUCE UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTIONS 


I would like to record before this committee my feeling that Dr. 
Stuart Rice did a very outstanding job in bis work as a member of the 
Committee on Contributions in getting this sizable reduction amount- 
ing to $954,350 for this year sak teaiad the ground work, and getting 
the ground work laid for it to come down to the goal of 33% percent in 
2 years more. 

Senator Ferguson. But then you have not followed out the wishes 
of the Congress that you reduce it to 33% percent. 

Mr. Hickprson. We consulted with the committees. Congress 
was not in session. We wrote letters to the chairman. Before you 
came in, Senator, that was put in the record. 

Senator Fercuson. I see. 

Mr. Hicxerson. We did everything we felt humanly possible to 
get this reduction this year to 33% percent. 

Senator Ferguson. Congress last year was on the verge of reducing 
theamount. Then they gave you another year. Now you come back 
and say that you cannot. Suppose we do that; what will it mean? 

Mr. Hicxerson. It will mean, sir, that we will be in partial default. 

Senator Ferauson. Because of our executive branch’s definance of 
the congressional will? 

Mr. Hicxerson. No, sir. 

Senator Ferguson. What is it, then? 

Mr. Hicxerson. It is simply that when we joined the organization 
we agreed to pay the budget assessments agreed to by the organization. 

Senator Ferauson. All right. Then that could be 90 percent. 

Mr. Hicxerson. Hypothetically, but, Senator 

Senator Frereuson. I say it could be. 

Mr. Hickerson. We would not go along with that. We would 
resign from the organization before we ane sign for that. 

Senator Fereuson. That is not any more absurd than Russia pay- 
ing 11 percent with her satellites. 

Ar. Hicxerson. They are going up some more, although they are 
still underassessed. 

Senator Frreuson. I do not think my suggestion of paying 90 
percent is any more absurd than Russia paying only 11 percent. 

Mr. Hickerson. I said that our paying 90 percent was hypothetical 
because we would not do that. We would resign before we would do 
that. 

LIMITATION ON UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTION 


Senator McCarran. I want to draw your attention, Mr. Hickerson, 
to the statute, the congressional statute, which states: 


No representative of the United States Government at any international 
organization hereafter shall make any commitments requiring an appropriation 
of funds or contribution by the United States in excess of 33% per centum of the 
budget of any international organization from which the appropriation for the 
United States contribution is contained in this Act: Provided, That in exceptional 
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circumstances necessitating a contribution by the United States in excess of 33% 
per centum of the budget, a commitment requiring a United States appropriation 
of a larger proportion may be made after consultation by the United States rep- 
resentatives in the organization or other appropriate officials of the Department 
of State with the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives: Provided, however, That this section shall not apply to the United 
States representatives to the inter-American organization. 

No representative of the United States Government to any international 
organization of which it is not now a member shall, unless specifically authorized 
in an appropriation act or other law, make ony. commitment requiring the appro- 
friation of funds or contribution by the United States in excess of 33% per centum 
of the budget of such international organization. 


CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT 


Now, as I understand it, you wrote a letter to the chairman of this 
committee. 

Mr. Hickerson. The chairman of the House committee as well, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarran. The chairman of the House committee and 
two members of the House committee made an attempt to reduce the 
commitments? At least they attended the hearings? 

Mr. Hickerson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McCarran. What are the exceptional circumstances 
necessitating a contribution in excess of 33% percent which were 
presented? 

Mr. Hickxerson. Mr. Chairman, the exceptional circumstances 
were that the scale of contributions was set up at a time when the 
world economy was disturbed and it visualized, of course, that as 
conditions got better in other countries there would be adjustments 
in that. Other countries urged that the exceptional circumstances 
created by war conditions were still present. 

We contested that as hotly as we could in the contributions com- 
mittee and in the United Nations, but we found that we could not 
obtain this year the full reduction to 33% percent. 

We addressed letters, in accordance with the consultation require- 
ment, to the chairman of the Senate committee and the House com- 
mittee. 

Now, the appropriation act which carried the proviso which was 
read, you will recall, was passed in the final days of the last session 
of Congress. Although our letters were sent down at the earliest 
possible moment, Congress had adjourned. Because of the difficulties 
created by this factor of timing and out of a desire to do everything 
possible to serve the objectives of the proviso, our delegation to the 
General Assembly in Paris, in consultation with the State Depart- 
ment, undertook to secure the reduction to 33% percent at this time. 

Now, as I have noted, sir, despite the most determined efforts of our 
delegation, that attempt failed. The other members recognized that 
the Soviet countries in particular were underassessed. In general 
they were pleased to see the shares of the five Soviet bloc states 
increased substantially. 

The real point at issue was the speed at which adjustments in the 
United Nations’ scale should take place. As it was, in accepting the 
recommendation of the Contributions Committee that the Soviet 
states’ percentage be increased by about 40 percent, the members were 
overturning a working rule that adjustments in any one year should 
be limited to 10 percent of a country’s contribution. 
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Senator McCarran. What do you mean by “working rule’’? 

Mr. Hicxerson. That was just a working rule that the General 
Assembly had adopted. It had no binding force. 

Senator McCarran. Does that transcend a statute of the United 
States? 

Mr. Hicxerson. It does not transcend a statute of -the United 
States; no, sir. 

Senator McCarran. And you were governed by this statute? 

Mr. Hickerson. We were governed by it, and we tried earnestly, 
sir, to carry out the letter and the intent of that statute. 


POSSIBLE EXISTENCE OF EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES 


Senator Bripces. Mr. Hickerson, if the law was passed, how could 
you do anything else than live up to the law? You have no right to 
do otherwise. 

Mr. Hickerson. The law said “exceptional circumstances,”’ and 
we felt, Senator, that exceptional circumstances existed. 

Senator Feracuson. I would like to know whether the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee was notified about this. 

Senator McCarran. No. The letter went to the chairman of the 
full committee. I have inserted a copy of the letter in the record. 

Senator Ferauson. And we are getting notice of it now as a sub- 
committee? 

Senator McCarran. Yes; that is right. 

Senator Frrauson. Is that true, as far as you are concerned, 
Senator Bridges? 

Senator Bripges. I had not heard of it before. 

Senator Ferauson. That is what I mean. 

Senator McCarran. The letter went to Senator McKellar. 

Mr. Humetsine. I signed that particular letter, Senator Ferguson. 
In fairness to us, I think that in delivering the letter to the chairman 
of the full committee—— 

Senator Ferguson. I am not criticizing anybody. I just want the 
facts to appear in the record. The fact is that the subcommittee 
did not get it. 

Senator Bripcres. Yes. Also the minority members did not get 
it. The ranking member of the minority in both the subcommittee 
and the full committee did not get it. 

Senator EtteNnpeER. Hereafter I think it ought to be sent to each 
member of the committee. 

Senator Ferauson. Yes. Of course, the chairman of the com- 
mittee may not want that. 

Senator McCarran. I would certainly want that to be done. 

Senator Ferauson. I would want it. 

Senator McCarran. I think the minority should be notified. 

Senator Fercuson. I certainly think the chairman of the sub- 
committee should get it. , 

Senator McCarran. I will say frankly that it would have done 
little good at that time because right after the 1st of November I went 
into the hospital and was there during the rest of November and 
December and, in fact, until the 7th or 8th of January. But had I 
received the letter, I would have sent it to some member of the com- 
mittee to act in my stead. 











740 STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


Now, let us go ahead. Are you through with your statement, Mr. 
Hickerson? 

Mr. Hicxerson. I am through with my statement, sir. Let me 
say that we tried hard to carry out the letter and the intent of that 
statute. 

INCREASES AND DECREASES IN CONTRIBUTIONS 


Senator McCarran. Now, in looking through page 299, page 300, 
and page 301, of your justifications, it seems to me that every item 
has a plus sign to them with the exception of one or two. The Inter- 
national Telecommunication Union has a minus. 

Mr. Hickxerson. The United Nations has a big minus, sir. 

Senator McCarran. United Nations has a minus, but every other 
agency seems to have a plus. I cannot quite understand why there 
was an increase in all of those items. Why could they not have been 
reduced? 

Mr. Hicxerson. As I said, sir, in five of this total group of organiza- 
tions, three in this group and two in the Inter-American group, our 
share of the budget went down; but due to rising world prices and due 
in some cases to slightly increased programs of the organizations, 
their total budgets are somewhat larger. 

Senator McCarran. Let us take an example, the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, known as 
UNESCO. There is a plus of $70,600. 

Mr. Hickerson. That is correct. 

Senator McCarran. Now, that comes about, you state, if I under- 
stand your answer correctly, because the budget is a little higher? 

Mr. Hickerson. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. The budget for that item was higher? 

Mr. Hickxerson. Yes, sir; despite the fact, sir, that last year we 
paid 35 percent of the budget and this year we pay only 33% percent. 

Senator McCarran. But you can continue with that policy and 
defeat the acts of the Congress. 

Senator Ferauson. We will get nowhere if we are going to keep 
on increasing the budgets. 

Mr. Hicxerson. Mr. Chairman, we are doing everything within 
our power. 

Senator Ferauson. Well, now, wait, John. You mean to say 
that if the United States of America went in and said, “‘We are going 
to cut this budget on that item,” that you could not get the other 
countries to cut it? Is not the trouble that we will not reduce the size 
of government here at home or in these agencies? 

Mr. Hickerson. Senator Ferguson 

Senator Ferauson. Is not that the whole trouble? 





UNITED STATES’ OPPOSITION TO BUDGET INCREASES 


Mr. Hicxerson. With minor exceptions, we opposed practically 
all of these increases. 

Senator Ferauson. How did we oppose them? 

Mr. Hicxerson. By voting against them. 

Senator Fereuson. We voted against them, but did we work 
against them? Did you go to the other member nations and say, 
“We cannot go ahead on this basis. Here is an increase instead of a 
decrease.” 
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Mr. Hickxerson. That is correct. 

I would like to ask Mr. Ingram to comment. 

Senator Frercuson. I would like to have somebody comment on 
that. I would like to see some fight in our agencies, a determination 
that we are not going to increase these costs to the American taxpayer 
at the same time that we are sending billions in other forms to these 
nations who are our allies. Are these allies with us or are they against 
us? 

Mr. Hicxerson. They are with us, sir. 

Senator Fnreuson. Well, why do they not join with us in cutting 
this budget? Do you mean to say that France wanted this increase? 

Mr. Ineram. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. They did? 

Mr. IneGRam. Yes, sir. 

Senator Furauson. Do we pay any of this as far as France is 
concerned? 

Mr. Incram. Not as far as France is concerned. 

Senator Fnrauson. Do we for Great Britain? 

Mr. InGram. Their payments come out of their own national 
budget. 

Senator Frrauson. Well, now, wait. Are we not strengthening 
and paying into their moneys? 

Mr. Hicxerrson. Yes, sir; we certainly are. 


PRESSURE ON GREAT BRITAIN TO REDUCE BUDGET 


Senator Fercuson. Yes; and therefore we are paying part of their 
bill. Have you ever really put it up to them to cut these budgets? 

Mr. Hickrrson. Yes, sir; we have. 

Mr. Inara. We have; that is right, sir. 

Senator Frerauson. I would like to see the record of our stand in 
these meetings. 

Mr. Ineram. Sir, I can give you two case histories, if I may, which 
I think might be instructive. I would like to give two case histories 
of what happened last year where I was involved because I served on 
the delegations. The first one I would like to cite is the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization. 

Senator Frereuson. All right. Now, is there any showing that 
you voted against this increase? 

Mr. Incram. I have that right here. 

Senator Frrauson. What was the vote? Did we finally vote 
against the increase? 

Mr. Incram. We finally voted against the budget of $8,718,000, 
which was voted on. 

Senator Ferauson. Did any other nation join us and, if so, what 
other nations? 

Mr. Incram. Other nations did join us. 


NATIONS VOTING TO REDUCE BUDGET 


Senator Ferauson. What other nations voted to make the cut? 

Mr. Incram. The first vote came up on a lower budget which we 
had pressed for, which was a budget of $8,500,000: 

Senator Fercuson. Instead of what? 
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Mr. InGram. Instead of $8,718,000. That would have meant an 
increase of $218,000. 

Senator Fercuson. What nations joined us? 

Mr. Incram. Those nations that joined us were Australia—this is 
for the budget of $8,500,000—Austria, Bolivia, Canada, Denmark, 
Greece, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, 
Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
and the United States. 


NATIONS VOTING AGAINST REDUCTIONS 


Those that voted against the budget were Afghanistan, Belgium, 
Brazil, Burma, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, 
Equador, Egypt, France, Haiti, Hashimite Kingdom or Jordan, 
Honduras, Indonesia, Iraq, Iran, Israel, Italy, Lebanon, Liberia, 
Luxemburg, Mexico, Monaco, Panama, Peru, Switzerland, Syria, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, and Yugoslavia. India abstained. 


NATIONS NOT VOTING 


Those that were absent were Argentina, Ceylon, Czechoslovakia, 
El] Salvador, Guatemala, Hungary, Korea, Poland, and Saudi Arabia. 

Senator Ferauson. What about Russia? 

Mr. Incram. Russia is not a member of this organization, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. Well, that was not the whole United Nations 
budget? 

Mr. InNGram. No, sir; this was the budget of UNESCO. 

Senator Fereuson. Just UNESCO? ' 

Mr. Incram. Yes, sir. This budget is voted separately at the 
annual conference, the annual conference of the organization. 

Senator FerGcuson. On the final vote, did we vote against? 

Mr. Incram. We voted against on the final vote. 

Senator Fercuson. How many friends did we have on that vote? 

Mr. Incram. I do not have the record at this time on that final 
vote. 

(The following information was supplied: ) 


After defeat of the motion to adopt the figure of $8,500,000, a vote was taken 
on the motion of Brazil to adopt the provisional figure of $8,718,000. The 
motion carried with 43 in favor, 3 opposed, 3 abstentions, and 9 absent. The 
vote was as follows: 

In favor: Afghanistan, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, France, Greece, 
Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Italy, Hashemite Kingdom 
of Jordan, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxemburg, Mexico, Monaco, Neth lands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Switzerland, Syria, Thai- 
land, Turkey, United Kingdom, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia. 

Against: Canada, Union of South Africa, United States of America. 

Abstained: Australia, Austria, Sweden. 

Absent: Argentina, Czechoslovakia, Ceylon, Guatemala, Hungary, Korea, 
Poland, El] Salvador, Saudi Arabia. 

While these votes were taken, in accordance with UNESCO practice, on the 
so-called “provisional figure,’ they were the conclusive votes on the budget 
figure as such, there being no further vote on a budget total short of the acceptance 
during the closing days of the conference, of the report of the Budget Committee 
which included an appropriation resolution containing, among other financial 
items, the previously adopted figure of $8,718,000. 











Senator Fereuson. Britain voted with us and France voted against 
us? 


Mr. Incram. That is correct, on the earlier vote. 
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PERCENTAGE OF UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTIONS TO U. N. SPECIALIZED 
AGENCIES 


Senator Brinces. Let me ask you this: Outside of the United 
Nations, are all of our contributions now within the 33} percent? 

Mr. Hickerson. Yes, sir. In all of the specialized agencies of the 
United Nations we are now down to 33% percent. 

Senator McCarran. What is that? . 

Mr. Hickerson. All of the specialized agencies of the United 
Nations. However, our percentage of the United Nations budget is 
36.90 percent. 

I refer there to the specialized agencies of the United Nations system. 
In the Latin-American or Inter-American field, the ceiling is 66 percent, - 
I believe, roughly; and we are, of course, above 33% percent there. 


TYPE OF EMPLOYEES IN U. N. 


Senator Fereuson. John, has our Government ever really looked 
into the nature and the kind of employees that the United Nations 
has on this job? Has this Government ever looked into the personnel 
and kind of people that have been hired to do the job of the United 
Nations as far as Americans on the United Nations payroll are 
concerned? 

Mr. Hickxerson. Well, Senator, under the Charter of the United 
Nations, the Secretary General has a free hand in recruiting his staff. 

Senator Fercuson. That is not my question. We are paying the 
bill. 

Mr. Hicxerson. That is correct. 

Senator Fercuson. We are paying 36 percent now. It was 38 
percent. Iam asking whether you have ever looked into the kind of 
personnel, as far as Americans are concerned, that are being put in. 
Now, I am not talking about their loyalty. I am talking about their 
capacity at the present moment. Have you ever looked into that? 

Mr. Hicxerson. I have my opinion, sir, on most of the personnel. 
But, frankly, we have not made any investigation. 

Senator Fercuson. Well, I think you ought to. 

Mr. Hickxerrson. I do not think it would be proper for us to do that. 

Senator Feracuson. Wait now. I think it is proper for you to do it. 
Why is it not proper? We are paying the bill. 

Mr. Hicxerson. It is not proper, it seems to me, for the reason 
that under article 101 of the Charter the Secretary-General has that. 
responsibility. 

QUALIFICATIONS OF PERSONNEL 


Senator Frereuson. John, I know that if you looked into it you 
would be shocked. We have had some of those people down here 
before us in committees, and they show lack of capacity to do this 
job. No wonder this bill is way up. I think that if there is anything 
that you should look into, it is the kind of employees, the kind of 
Americans that are going into this job where we are paying this big 
percentage. 

This is a serious matter in the United Nations. It is not doing its 
job, and the reason it is not doing its job is because it has all of the 
inefficient people in it. 
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Now, I do not mention the question of communism in it at the 
present time, just a matter of real honest working people in it. 

I am surprised when these people come down here to find the kind 
of people they have in the United Nations—and I mean Americans, 
American citizens. 


RESPONSIBILITY OF U. N. PERSONNEL 


Mr. Hicxerson. The responsibility for the caliber of the personnel 
rests squarely on the shoulders of the Secretary General. 

Senator McCarran. No, sir. I will never accede to that. When 
we are putting up the money, we have the right to look into the 
auestion of the people who go into those positions. Now, there is no 
use talking about any other answer. That is just the most absurd 
thing in the world. You could hire a numbskull to run the thing, 
and if he said that those under him should be so and so, you could 
not say a word. That would be the silliest thing in the world when 
we are paying the money. 

Mr. Hicxerson. We should not acquiesce in the hiring of a numb- 
skull as Secretary General, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Supposing you had. I am not saying anything 
about that, but supposing it were that way, then would you say under 
your theory that you could not look into his actions at all? 

Mr. Hickxerson. That is one reason, sir, why a Secretary General 
has to be chosen with great care. 

Senator McCarran. I am not passing on that. I do not know any- 
thing about it. You say he is competent and you say that he is great, 
and probably he is. I am not passing on that. But I am putting up 
an illustration which meets your position exactly. That would be the 
silliest thing in the world. Our money could be thrown away. We 
would have no right to check into the competency of the personnel 
employed by an organization to which we are contributing such a 
large percentage of the budget. 


UNITED NATIONS EMPLOYEE CITED 


Senator Ferauson. John, let me refer to a case which I heard yester- 
day. A man appeared before us. He had been working for the United 
States Government in Japan and was operating ‘in the black market. 
He was not doing his job at all. He was kicked out. Yesterday 
he appeared before a committee, and we found that he has been work- 
ing for the United Nations. Do you mean that the United States 
Government does not have the power to go in and say to the Secre- 
tariat, ‘Why do you not get competent Americans? We have compe- 
tent Americans.” Just think of that. 

Mr. Humetsing. May I comment off the record? 

Senator Fereuson. Well, I wish you would put the answer to that 
question on the record. 

Mr. Humetsine. I would like to look into that. 

Mr. Hicxerson. Yes; I certainly would also. 

Senator Fereuson. I will give you the name of the individual. 
I am not going into the question of whether he is loyal or not. I am 
eliminating that from my consideration this morning. I am trying 
to place it on the basis solely of America getting proper representation 
in this agency—and that is just not a fact, as far as [ can learn. 
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U. N. PERSONNEL POLICY 


Mr. Hickxerson. Senator Ferguson, the purpose of the Charter 
was to give the Secretary General a free hand in preventing govern- 
ments from forcing people on him that he did not want. That would 
have interfered with the working of the organization and would have 
tended to make the employees national employees instead of employees 
working for an internatio ial organization. 

Senator EttenpeR. What is the yardstick in the selection of people? 
He must have a code. 

Mr. Hickxerson. He is supposed to hire competent people. 

Mr. Humetsine. Is it not a fact that the Assistant Director General 
in charge of administration is an American? 

Mr. Hickxerson. That is correct. He is Mr. Byron Price, who for 
a great many years held a prominent position with the Associated 
Press and later was chief of United States war censorship. He is in 
charge of recruiting personnel, and is a very competent American. © 

Senator ELLENpER. You say that Byron Price is in charge? 

Mr. Hicxerson. Yes, sir. He is Assistant Secretary General for 
Administration. 

Mr. Hume.tsine. That is right. 

Senator McCarran. It does not make a particle of difference. I 
do not care who is in that position, we have a right to look into the 
people he is employing because we are contributing to that fund. 
Otherwise your position on this thing is absolutely absurd. 

Mr. Hume.sine. Senator, in all fairness to Mr. Hickerson, that 
may be an absurd position, but I think it is the situation that exists. 

Senator McCarran. If it is the position that exists, it is our fault 
for having it exist, and we should try to rectify it. 

Mr. Hickerson. Article 101 of the Charter provides for that. 

Senator McCarran. There is no part of the Charier that we cannot 
look into to see whether or not competent people are being obtained 
through our money. 


ACTION BY UNITED STATES ON PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS 


Mr. Hauu. Mr. Chairman, I am the representative of the United 
States on some of the United Nations committees, and I think perhaps 
there is a little confusion here. We do as a member of the United 
Nations raise questions about the efficiency of the staff, not only 
Americans but other nationals as well. 

We have been concerned about the level of efficiency and the quality 
of the staff and have pressed consistently since the organization was 
cohapeenee to increase the quality and improve the quality of that 
staff. 

The initial recruitment took place in a period during the war in which 
there was a great deal of difficulty in getting competent people. Most 
of the people were hired on temporary contracts, and the Secretary- 
General has been trying to replace those temporary people with 
permanent people. 

I do not know about the particular case that Senator Ferguson has 
referred to. I would like to look into that. 

Senator Frrevuson. I will give you the name of the individual. 
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PERSONNEL REVIEW CONTEMPLATED 


Mr. Hau. At the last General Assembly the question came up as 
to the quality of the staff, not only the Americans but the other 
nationals as well, because we are concerned about all of them as one 
voting member of the organization, and an agreement was reached that 
the Secretary-General over the next 2 years will conduct an intensive 
review by a board of investigations of the qualifications of the staff. 

I talked to Mr. Price a couple of weeks ago, and he told me that 
they were proceeding with this board. They still have not named 
the members of the board. He hopes to get a United States national 
to serve as one member of that board of review and investigation on 
the qualifications of the personnel. As I said, that will take place 
within the next 2 or 3 years and it will cover not only the United 
States nationals but the nationals of all other countries as well. 


DISCHARGED UNITED STATES EMPLOYEES ON U. N. PAYROLL 


Senator Ferguson. How many employees have they? Why can- 
not this job be done? We really know what has happened. The 
chairman knows what has happened. If a person has been con- 
nected with the United States Government, whether there is a ques- 
tion of his loyalty or anything else, the minute he is out of employ-. 
ment here, where do we find him? We find him on the payroll of 
the United Nations. 

Mr. Hickerson. Senator, I would like to make it perfectly clear 
that although the Charter provisions say that the Secretary-General 
has this responsibility, if I knew that he was hiring a person that 
Mr. Humelsine fired for black-market activities, I would tell him, 
“Look, this is your responsibility, but you ought to know this.” 

Senator Frrcuson. I will give you the name of the person I 
referred to. 


ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Hicxerson. There is one thing that I would like to add to 
what Mr. Hall said. Perhaps I should explain to the chairman that Mr. 
Hall speaks in his capacity as a member of the Advisory Committee— 
there is an Advisory Committee consisting of experts selected from 
the various governments, to help the Secretary-General and the As- 
sistant Secretary-General in charge of Administration in running the 
organization. Mr. Hall sits on that committee, but not as a rep- 
resentative of the United States. Rather he sits on that committee 
in his individual capacity because he is a good man and knows what 
he is talking about. 

Senator McCarran. Well, you dwell a great deal on the charter. 
It seems to me that some of you gentlemen have forgotten that there 
is another charter which to my mind is paramount to the charter you 
speak of, and that is the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. Hicxerson. I agree with that, sir, 
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UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION 


Senator McCarran. You are bound under the Constitution of the 
United States to look into this situation as to whether or not this 
money is being expended rightfully or not. 

The Constitution states: 

No money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of appropria- 
tions made by law, and a regular statement and account of the receipts and ex- 
penditures of all public money shall be published from time to time. 

Now, you have the right under the Constitution, not only the right 
but a duty, to look into these matters which you say you cannot look 
into because of provisions in the charter. 

Mr. Hickerson. Sir, as a member of the organization we do work 
as effectively as we can to make sure that the organization performs in 

a satisfactory manner. But in the matter of hiring personnel, as I 
saa under the Charter the See retary-General has that responsibility. 

Senator McCarran. But, after all, the responsibility for these 
appropriations is in the Government of the United States; and if we 
are convinced that inefficiency is being carried out we can cut these 
appropriations. 

EXPOSING OF INEFFICIENCY 


Senator ELteNpER. There is nothing in the charter which would 
prevent you from exposing this, is there? 

Mr. Hickerson. You are correct in that, sir. There is nothing 
in the Charter which prevents us from exposing it. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why would it not be a good idea to assume the 
duty now of examining into that, and if there is anybody who is in- 
competent, of exposing him? There is nothing wrong in that. 

Mr. Ineram. Senator, may I say that the United States, speaking 
in the General Assembly, joined with other governments in insisting 
that this procedure which Mr. Hall has described be set up. 

Senator ELLENDER. I know that, but that is going to take 2 or 3 
years, and in the meantime these people are going to be on the payroll. 

Senator McCarran. They are on the payroll. 

Senator ELLeNpeER. It strikes me that what you ought to do is to 
look into this on your own, and if there is anything wrong with any 
of them to bring the situation to the attention of Mr. Lie or expose it. 

Senator Fercuson. I just gave the name of the man to Mr. Humel- 
sine. He has changed his name and he has two names. He may be 
on the payroll under either one of the two names. 

Mr. Hickerson. Did you give him both names? 

Senator Feracuson. Yes; 1 gave him both names. 


INTERNATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION ORGANIZATION 


Senator McCarran. Now, Mr. Ingram has discussed UNESCO 
in some detail. How about the International Civil Aviation Organ- 
ization? I am going down the list of these items as they appear on 
the justification sheet, page 299. 

Mr. INcram. There is an increase requested there of $293,430. 

Senator McCarran. What is the history of that? What have you 
done to reduce that budget? 
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Mr. Ineram. Sir, that is one of the smaller of the international 
organizations and is the international organization working in the 
international civil aviation field. 

Senator McCarran. The increase is not one of the smaller ones. 

Mr. Incram. That increase is largely due to two factors. That 
organization’s budget is divided between a regular budget which is 
made up of the assessed expenses. Those expenses which are assessed 
are assessed against all members, and we pay 25 percent of that 
budget. The rest of it is made up of what they call joint 

Senator McCarran. That is not actually 25 percent; is it? 

Mr. Ineram. No, sir; you are right, Mr. Chairman. It is 24.97 
percent. I was just rounding off the figure. 





JOINT-SUPPORT PROGRAM 


The other part of the cost is made up of a joimt-support program 
which is for the maintenance of these North Atlantic air-transport 
facilities, the weather stations, weather information, and so on, which 
is of great assistance to our international carriers in that area. These 
are located in countries which would not be disposed by themselves 
alone to furnish such assistance, such as Newfoundland. 

Senator McCarran. What countries contribute and what per- 
centage does each country contribute to that? 

Mr. Incram. I have here a schedule, sir, which, if I may, I will 
submit for the record. 

Senator McCarran. All right. 

(The schedule referred to follows :) 


International Civil Aviation Organization—Scale of assessments for calendar year 
































1952 
Amounts Amounts 
Per- aoe: Tt | Per- 
Countries Units | cent- — | Countries Units | cent- — 
ages ; ages 
dollars) | dollars) 
} 

Afghanistan ___------ 5| 0.38 $9, 435 || Iraq- 6| 0.40] $11,322 
Argentina - -.--.---.-- 44) 2.93 83, 026 || Ireland ‘ 16} 1.06 30, 191 
Australia. -....-.-- eet et ae 3. 20 90, 573 Israel 7 47 13, 209 
BTU, 926 cies tee 2 .13 3. 774 || Italy-- 39 2. 60 73, 591 
IN os a cnscounde 33 2. 20 62, 269 || Lebanon_. 3 .20 5, 661 
ook pitied ieachee oil 4 -27 7,548 |! Liberia 2 13 3, 774 
ME. %.... keels ct 4i| 273 77,368 |! Luxemburg. 4 2? 7, 548 
Nee Treen 7 .47 13, 209 || Mexico... - $2 2.13 60, 382 
<2 2S. co 68 4.53 128,312 || Netherlands 44 2. 93 83, 026 
CUMIN S ccban uses dees. 7 47 13, 209 || New Zealand_. 17 1.13 32, 078 
CR. a cteiiecin wees 12 80 22, 643 || Nicaragua 3 2 5, 661 
Colom hia --- -- eagean 117 1.13 32,078 || Norway--- 16 1.06 30, 191 
Gab ore ee fo | 16] 1.06 30,191 || Pakistan............_.- 15] 1.00 28, 304 
Czechoslovakia - ------- | 18 1.20 33, 965 || Paraguay-..........--- 2 .13 3, 774 
Denmark----. dad 21 1.40 PRS FF cr ands cnet ike wie 10 .67 18, 869 
Pominican Republic. - 3 . 20 5,661 || Philippines_----.---- 3 12 . 80 22, 643 
Wet. coc Becaent | 19 1. 26 35,852 {| Poland. ......-......-- 29 1,93 54, 721 
E] Salvador__...-..--- 5 .33 9,435 || Portugal. .............. 17 1.13 32. 078 
re rs . 53 Te 2a eC RR eee: 27 1.80 50, 947 
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ICAO BUDGET AND MEMBER NATIONS 


Senator McCarran. I am going into each one of these items. 

Mr. Incram. I would like to say, sir, that the increase is largely 
due to the joint-support program. There are no new projects in that. 
It is simply an increase in the Danish kroner cost of maintaining those 
at the existing level plus a few minor improvements in two of the 
projects. 

Senator McCarran. We pay 24.97 percent of that item, and the 
item for the calendar year 1953 is $2,834,000. 

Mr. Incram. That is correct. 

Senator McCarran. How many nations contribute to that? 

Mr. Ineram. There are about 60 naticns, sir. 

Senator McCarran. What nations are they? 

Mr. Incram. They are: Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, Colombia, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El Sal- 
vador, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Hashe- 
mite Kingdom of Jordan, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, 
Israel, Italy, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philip- 
pines, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Thailand, 
Suny Se of South Africa, United Kingdom, United States, and 
Venezucla. 


CONTRIBUTIONS OF OTHER MEMBER NATIONS 


Senator McCarran. How about the larger nations, France and 
England? What is the percentage of their contributions? 

Mr. Ineram. The contribution of France is 5.19 percent. 

Senator McCarran. And Great Britain? 

Mr. Incram. The contribution of the United Kingdom is 8.06 
percent. 

Senator McCarran. And we pay 24.97 percent? 

Mr. INGRAM. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. And those two nations are putting up 8 per- 
cent and 5 percent? 

Mr. Incram. That is right, sir. 

Senator McCarran. And we are actually putting up the 8 percent 
and the 5 percent for Great Britain and for France besides? 

Mr. InGram. Well, sir, I suppose that they raise some national 
revenues on their own account. 

Senator Frereuson. But do they not always put the costs of all of 
these items into their Government costs, so that when they come to us 
for money they show us what is the cost of their international organizae 
tion sia haeshitna? Is that not one of their big items? 

Mr. Ineram. Senator, the cost of these United Nations organiza- 
tions, even if they paid as much as we do, proportionately would be 
small in terms of the demands which they make on us for meeting 
their military-defense requirements. 


NATIONS CONTRIBUTING TO JOINT SUPPORT PROGRAM 


Senator McCarran. Let us break this down a little further. On 
age 322 of the justifications you have the item ‘Location of project.” 
ow much do France and England contribute to these specific projects 
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which are Faroe Islands, Loran; Greenland, meteorological and com- 
munication services, air-navigation aids, and Loran at Frederiksdal ; 
Island, Loran at Vik; Iceland, meteorological and communication 
services, air-traffic control and air-navigation aids. I note that we are 
paying or propose to pay 58.76 percent, 53.40 percent, 58.76 percent, 
61.08 percent, and 51.16 percent. Now, they use these facilities as 
much as we do. 

Mr. Ineram. No, sir. I am sorry, sir; they do not. You are cor- 
rect that these projects are supported by the user nations and by the 
nations where the project is located. They are not supported by the 
total membership. 

Senator McCarran. You say that France and England did not use 
these facilities? 

Mr. Iaram. They use them, but not as much as we do, sir. 

Senator McCarran. What is the comparison? 

Mr. Incram. Let me ask Mr. Snowden whether we have here the 
assessment of France. 

Senator McCarran. Take the first project for Iceland. 

Mr. Ineram. May I, sir, take the project in Greenland. 

Senator McCarran. All right. 

Mr. Inecram. Belgium is assessed—these are absolute amounts and 
not percentages. The Dutch are assessed about $70,000. Canada is 
assessed $120,000. 

Senator McCarran. I would like to have the percentages, because 
we are using percentages here with reference to our contributions. I 
would like to compare them. 

Mr. Incram. May I put that information in the record, sir? 

Senator McCarran. I would like to have it here. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 841.) 

Mr. InGram. It is in relation to use. 

Senator McCarran. If it is 5 percent or some such figure against 
53 percent, I would like to know that. 

Senator ELLENDER. What is the total amount? You ought to be 
able to give us that. 

Senator McCarran. I would like to know how many flights are 
using this, that is, Great Britain and France, and so forth, as compared 
with the United States. 

Mr. InGram. All right, sir. At the present time our use is 59.39 
percent of the total use. That is the 1949 figure. 


FLIGHT INFORMATION 


Senator McCarran. Now, about how many flights use this, that 
is, flights by Great Britain? 

Mr. Incram. I will ask Mr. Snowden whether he knows that. 

Senator McCarran. I do not care how you get the information. 
IT would like to have that. Does Mr. Snowden have that information? 

Mr. Incram. Mr. Snowden, the chairman has asked for the flight 
information of the other countries. 

Mr. SNowpen. I do not have that available here. 

Mr. Incram. I am sorry, sir, but we do not have that information 
here with us. 

Mr. Hickerson. Can you supply it for the record? 
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Mr. Ineram. Yes. We do not have it here with us. These 
amounts are based on the number of flights of each country, and you 
want the actual number of flights? 

Senator McCarran. Surely. I want the actual number of flights 
because I do not think any flight exists that does not use it. I think 
they all make use of it, every one of them. 

Senator Ferauson. Even if it is in their own country they would 
make use of it. They would want to know what the weather is 
outside of their country. 

Mr. INGram. Excuse me, sir. As a rule they would turn to the 
World Meteorological Organization for such information. They are 
all members of that, and the information would be channeled to them. 

Senator McCarran. But every country that comes through with a 
flight uses it. 

Mr. Incram. Over the North Atlantic route, that is true, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Well, we will pass over that item for a moment. 

I note that for the World Health Organization there is an increase 
of $385,508 requested. Is that right? 

Mr. Incram. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Frrcuson. If I may refer back to the previous item, could 
we have the number of flights that cross the Atlantic, how many are 
by us, that is, by the United States Government, how many are by 
United States corporations, how many are by foreign governments, 
and how many are by foreign corporations? 

Mr. Hickerson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Incram. We will get that, sir. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 841). 


EMPLOYMENT REFERENCE CHECK OF U, N. PERSONNEL 


Senator Frravson. If I may go back and just ask one question, 
I believe you said that we have a man in the United Nations who is in 
charge of employing personnel. 

Mr. Hicxerson. Yes, sir, and he is an excellent one, sir. 

Senator Frrcuson. All right. Does the United Nations, if a man 
hes been in the emrloy of the United States Government, ask for 
information from the United States Government as to who that 
employee is, what kind of a job he had done, and so on? 

Mr. Incram. Under their regular procedure they make some sort 
of an employment reference check. 

Senator Frerauson, Will you answer my question, please? Do 
they come down and ack the United States Government to give them 
all of the data that the United States Government has on that man? 
Now, I am not talking about Communists. Let us limit this to effi- 
ciency, 

Mr. Incram. All I am trying to say, Senator, is that when they 
do make a routine check of last employers, whether Government or 
industry, they would come to the individual United States agency on 
which that particular man had served. 

Senator Ferauson. Then I would like to know—and I have given 
the name of the person I referred to to Mr. Humelsine—when he was 
hired there, and I would like to know what data the United States 
Government furnished the United Nations. Let us try to find out 
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what kind of employees they will hire and see whether our man is 
doing his job. 

Mr. Humetsine. I think I know what you want, Senator, and we 
will go into that. 

Senator Ferauson. I want to know how that fellow got a job. 

Mr. Hicxerson. I would also like to know that very much. 

Senator ELLenpeR. Not only what information the United States 
Government supplied but also what data was furnished from any other 
source. You said he used two names? 

Senator Ferauson. Yes. The man admitted yesterday that he had 
been in the black market and that is the reason he was discharged. 

Senator ELLenper. And did you say he was a United States Army 
man? 

Senator Ferauson. Yes; in Japan. Now, we need not go into the 
loyalty question. I will keep out of that. Just limit this to the 
efficiency matter. 


WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION 


Senator McCarran. I think we were dealing with the World Health 
Organization. If I am not mistaken, there you have asked for an 
increase of $385,508. 

Mr. Ineram. That is correct, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Let me see what we contributed. Where is 
the budget? 

Mr. Ineram. The budget is $8,600,000, sir. 

Senator McCarran. The budget is $8,600,000. How much do 
we contribute? Is it 33% percent. 


UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Ineram. Our contribution was reduced from 35 percent to 33% 
percent. 

Senator McCarran. What other countries in the world contribute 
as much as 33) percent? 

Mr. Incram. There is no other country that contributes that 
amount, sir. 

Senator McCarran. All right. What is the largest contribution 
of any other country expressed in percentage? 


GREAT BRITAIN CONTRIBUTION 


Mr. Ineram. That would be the contribution of the United King- 
dom, sir. 
Senator McCarran. And how much is that? 
Mr. Ineram. That is 11.25 percent, sir. 
Senator McCarran. And next to that what is the largest per- 
centage? 
CONTRIBUTION OF FRANCE 


Mr. Ineram. That would be the contribution of France which is 
6.09 percent. 
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CONTRIBUTION OF NATIONALIST CHINA 


6 ae contribution of China is 6.09 percent. That is Nationalist 
ina. 

Senator McCarran. Nationalist China? 

Mr. Incram. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Nationalist China contributes as much as 
France? 

Mr. INcram. They are assessed as much as France. Nationalist 
China has not contributed as a member of the organization for several 
years, but is still considered a member by the entire membership and 
they are assessed. Last year the Chinese representative appeared 
at a regional conference of the organization. The Nationalist China 
representative sat as a member and participated as a member and was 
accepted as a member. We hope very much that that indicates they 
are going to participate fully in the organization and not just at 
individual meetings. 

Senator Ferauson. Would you say that all of the other nations 
receive more benefits out of this than the United States Government? 

Mr. Ineram. I think they do. 

Senator Fercuson. I think there is no doubt about that on this 
question of the World Health Organization. 

Mr. Incram. That does not say, sir, at the same time, that we do 
not benefit very considerably. 


CONTRIBUTIONS NOT ON BENEFIT BASIS 


Senator Frerauson. But the contributions are certainly not on the 
basis of benefits? 

Mr. Incram. No, sir. This is not calculated on the basis of 
benefits. It is calculated on the basis of capacity to pay. 

Senator Ferauson. And the situation here is not the same as it 
was in the case of the International Civil Aviation Organization and 
the use of the weather stations? 

Mr. Ineram. No, sir. 

Senator ELLeENpER. Mr. Chairman, it was my privilege to serve 
as an observer in Rome in 1949, and I think we were instrumental in 
decreasing—what was the percentage? 

Mr. INGRAM. It was over 38 percent, and we got it down over two 
years. That was the beginning of the reduction. 

Senator ELtenpEr. I know that efforts have been made right 
along to decrease it. 

Mr. Ineram. That is right, sir. 

Senator ELLenpER. That is, percentagewise. 


RABIES OUTBREAK ON UNITED STATES-MEXICAN BORDER 


Senator Brivaggs. If I may refer to page 328 of the justifications, 
among other programs it is stated: 


In an effort to eradicate a serious rabies problem on the United States-Mexico 
border, 4,000 dogs have been vaccinated in a model project to demonstrate mass 
vaccination techniques against this disease. 
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Now, what is the excuse for vaccinating 4,000 do 

Mr. Inecram. Sir, that was carried out under the Pan-American 
Sanitary Bureau which is an inter-American organization which 
among the American republics serves as the field office of the Werld 
Health Organization. 


QUESTION OF SOUNDNESS OF PROJECT 


Senator McCarran. Why did you go into a project of that kind? 
Why would you go into a project of vaccinating 4,000 dogs down 
there? If you were going to give a demonstration, i think you will 
admit that that is not a sound thing to do. Why did you have to go 
into a mass vaccinaticn of dogs? 

Mr. Incrao. Sir, if you are trying to encourage local communities 
on both sides of the border to cooperate with their governments in 
this program, I think you would want a sizable enough demonstration 
to constitute real encouragement. 

Senator Bripcres. Do you think we are going into a project of 
eliminating rabies in dogs all over the world? 

Mr. IncGram. No, sir, we are not. 

Senator Bripces. Are there not more important things to spend 
money on abroad than in eliminating rabies in dogs? If we are going 
to do that, why should we not eliminate the rabies in dogs who are 
biting people in the United States? 

Mr. InGram. Sir, this was a project involving communities on both 
sides of the United States-Mexico border. 

Senator Frercuson. But what is this agency doing in that job? 
Here we have the Department of Agriculture which I am sure has 
spent money along this same line. They are spending it all over the 
United States every year. Every day money is being spent on this 
proposition of carrying our vaccinations. 

Mr. Inaram. This was a border area where two nations are 
involved. 

Senator Fercuson. But why did they not take our history, our 
experimental work on that here in the U nited States? Why did they 
have to set up a new project in the United Nations and go down there 
and spend the money? 

Mr. Humetsine. We took our dogs, Senator. 

Mr. Incram. We also took Mexican dogs. 

Senator Ferauson. Do we not have a fence along that line? 

Mr. Incram. I do not think there is one that the dogs cannot get 
under, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. It just happens that when you give an organ- 
ization like this nine or ten million dollars it just goes all over the 
world in all of these projects without any real supervision. Why 
could not they have looked up our experimental work on that in this 
country? More than 4,000 dogs are vaccinated in the United States 
every year. Why could not they have taken that experimental work? 
Why did they have to set up a United Nations program, operat ng 
from Switzerland, Geneva, to vaccinate dogs-over here on the border? 

Mr. Incraom. Sir, this particular operation was carried out from 
Washington, from the United States side. 
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Senator Fercuson. Just on our side. Well, then, why did the 
United Nations do it? 

Mr. Incram. That was a cooperative project carried out by the 
Pan-American Sanitary Bureau on behalf of the World Health Organi- 
zation to handle what was interpreted as an international problem 
since the dogs were not regarding the international boundary. 

Senator Ferauson. Do you have a file on this? 

Mr. InGram. I will be very happy to get that for you, sir. 


COST OF PROJECT 


Senator Fercuson. I would like to see the file and see what this 
actually cost. 

Mr. Incram. All right, sir. I will be very happy to get it. 

Senator McCarran. Were they vaccinated on the other side of 
the line too, Mexican dogs? 

Mr. INcram. Yes, sir; Mexican dogs were vaccinated, as I under- 
stand it, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Who did that? 

Mr. Incram. The health team which included United States men. 

Senator ELLENDER. Was that done in order to convince Mexico 
that the vaccinating of dogs was a good thing? 

Mr. INeraAm. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why could they not have found that out from 
our experience, as Senator Ferguson has pointed out? 

Mr. Incram. It was felt that it was a good idea to vaccinate these 
dogs. I think it cost us less, and we are paying only a portion, al- 
though a large proportion, of the cost. 

Senator McCarran. Do you know how much it costs to vaccinate 
one dog? 

Mr. Inaram. I will get you that information, Senator. 

Senator McCarran. And will you also, if you can, find out how 
much it cost to vaccinate the 4,000? 

Mr. INcram. Senator Ferguson asked for that information, and_I 
will get the full details. 

Senator Ferauson. You certainly would not contend that a dif- 
ferent situation is created because a dog wanders back and forth over 
the border. That does not change the dog and the disease? 

Mr. InGram. They do not carry nationality with them, and that 
is why an international organization got into it. 

Senator Fercuson. I do not see why they are in it, and why they 
did not go to Great Britain and get their experience on the vaccinating 
of these dogs and why they did not go to the large cities in the United 
States and get their experience. 

Mr. Incram. We do, sir, but there was this occasion—— 

Senator Ferauson. Why would you go out and vaccinate 4,000 
dogs on the border? 

Mr. IncramM. There was an occasion here for cooperation between 
Mexico and the United States. Now, that cooperation could have 
taken place bilaterally. 











756 STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


INSTIGATION OF PROJECT 


Senator Frercuson. I would like to know who instigated this 
passcunet project and what veterinarians were in on this, and all 
about it. 

Mr. IncrRam. I will get you that information, Senator. 

Senator ELLENpDER. Can you also find out how much more by way 
of cost over our contribution was paid by us, if any? 

Mr. Incram. I will find that out, sir. 

Senator McCarran. We will have to leave the floor at a quarter 
after 12 in order to meet in joint session this afternoon. I think we 
will have to suspend here and resume at 10:30 tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., Thursday, April 3, 1952, a recess was 
taken, the subcommittee to reconvene on Friday, April 4, 1952, at 
10:30 a. m.) 

















